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REMARKS 
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Claims 1-3 stands rejected under 35 U.S,C. §112, second paragraph. Applicants 
respectfully traverse tlie rejection of claims 1-3. 

The Examiner appears to have misunderstood the use of "time" in the claim to mean 
"duration". This is incorrect. All that the claim says is that the (instant of) time at which the edge 
passes the position is determined. In the present claim 1, since time is measured with respect to 
passage at a position, it can have no other meaning. Applicants submit that the claim clearly 
defines this concept and that a reading of time=*duration is not a reasonable interpretation of the 
claim. The usage in the claim is exactly the same as that in the expression "What time did you get 
home?" The Examiner i$ respectfully referred to page 2, lines 16, 17; page 3, lines 31-33; page 6, 
lines 26-28; page 8, lines 11-18 and 32, 33 for further support of this usage. It is clear that there is 
no measurement or determination of the duration of the time that the leading edge is in the beam, 
only of an instant of time at which the leading edge enters or the trailing edge leaves the beam, for 
example, determined by firing of the Schmitt Trigger. 

Claim 7 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second pamgraph. Applicants respectfully 
traverse the rejection of claim 7. As indicated above with respect to the objection to claim 6, 
illumination is defined at being used for LO purposes. 

Claim 23 stands rejected tmder 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph. Claim 23 has been 
amended to change the definite article to the indejBnite article. Applicants submit that as indicated 
at lines 19-22 there is no particular starting and ending point Applicants submit that the claim 
amendment is purely cosmetic. 

Claims 1-27 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Kadowaki, 
et al. Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. Applicants submit that claim 1 is not prima 
facie obvious over Kadowaki. 

Applicants submit that claim 1 does not claim measurement of a duration of transit over an 
areas, as appears to be the Examiner's interpretation. Here again, the examiner appears to be 
understanding the word "time" as meaning "duration". This leads the Examiner to mcortectly 
apply this reference to the claims. Since "time of passage" in the disclosure, as indicated above, 
means the "instant of passage", this reference, which never measures the time at which the edge 
gets to the area of illumination, does not teach the present invention. In fact. Ibis is one reason 
why the applicants used "position" rather than "area of illumination", which is an incorrect term 
for the actual invention claimed. 
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The claim is not prima facie obvious, since there is no teaching in Kadowaki of any 
measurement of a time of passage at a position, as that term is used throughout the application. 

Furthermore, even were the Examiner's understanding correct, the claim would still not be 
obvious over Kadowaki. The Examiner's statement that it would have been obvious to determine 
the duration of time that the page is in the illxmiinated area. Applicants do not question that it 
would be possible to do so, but this is not enough for prima facie obviousness. For prima facie 
obviousness there must be some motivation to measure the duration, as defined by the Examiner. 
What possible use could a person of the art have in knowing what amount of tune the object is 
being illuminated? Absent any motivation, there is no prima facie obviousness. 

With respect to claim 5, applicants submit that this claim is not prima facie obvious for an 
additional reason. Examiner is using the interpretation that the claim includes a measurement of 
starting and stopping. The claim says no such things In the context of claim 1 a time of starting of 
motion at the position and stopping of motion at the position mean the leaving of the trailing edge 
from the position and the entering of the leading edge at the position. There is no claiming at all of 
any starting and stoppings only entering and leaving. This is not taught by the prior art device at 



Furthermore, as an additional reason for lack of prima facie obviousness, applicants 
dispute the Examiner's statement that it would be obvious to use different thresholds for onset and 
cessation. The Examiner has shown no reference or actual technical basis for this statement. 
Absent such basis, there is no prima facie obviousness. 

Claims for which no separate reason arc given are not prima facie for at least the reasons 
given for their parent claims. Applicants note that, in the context of the meaning of cleum 1, some 
of these claims have a different meaning from that ascribed to them by the Examiner 

Applicants submit that the claims are patentable and that the application is ready for 
allowance. Notice to that effect is respectfully awaited. 



all. 



Respectfully submitted, 
UriKINROT,etal. 
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